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ASSEMBlY 
COMPliANCE 
California 1 S clean 
most stringent in 
most populous regions, 
appears far from 
compliance with the s 
studies show has 
permissible under the 
the year ?020. This 
air quality program 
batt1e to improve r 
existing institutional 
solving the state's air 
Pesponsibility for mai 
rests primarily with 
Protection Agency ( 
pollution control di 
Under the federal Clean 
quality standards 
implementation plan 
forth in the act. 
The ARB is respons 
addition, the boa 
for reviewing local 
th the SIP and wi 
APCO's and AQft;O's are 
processes. With res 
are in a very real sense 
air quality laws. 
air 
The federal Clean Air 
quality standa 
increased incentives 
been extended 
r distric 
R P has become 
organizations lieve 
with federal sta 
sanctions where i 
The purpose of this 
institutional 
ever-increasing air 
mechanisms 
improves pursua 
intended to 
s. 
overview of 
ve 
standards as well. 
which may apply t0 pa 
Districts must also 
As menti 
regulations 
empowered to 
Jn all types of APCOs, 
variances and other ma 
nis ct boards are 
persons to obtain a 
article or equi 
for certain 
dwelling by 
isions exi 
ies. 
~ost district regulations esta is 
"Authority to s (AC) 
Operate" (PO) 
The permi tt i 
permi may 
also reouired to 
applicable state air 
c'"'arge permit 
l) Grant or 
2) inue 
3) 
4) 
5) an 
rate s laws 
Management Dis. 
s 
tions. 
ar 
t to 
are 
may 
by 
L 
t r 
y 
i 
(in 
a 
Air pollution 
granted 
in the boa 
expeditious 
While a 
variance 
considered in 
future-effective 
1) 
s 
t 
include 
rbon monox i (en) is 
exhaust and other 
oxygen-carrying 
body. Recent 
that it is cor.t 
state CO s 
four post-1987 ozone 
meet the CO standa 
Simply stated, 
program to achieve 
emissions in post-1 
(REEP) had i 
specified areas 
for ozone a 
Act. In 
carbon 
must 
In November, 1983 
impose sanctions si 
I n s , it wo u 1 d 
ve 
In California, 
nonattainment areas 
nonattainment 
to 
ing instead 
sanctions" 51 
con measures 
1 
on it in 
areas, 
with 
in the 
and 
i a 
it \'.10U 1 d not 
rds in time. 
e, 
reas as 
proposed 
ozone and CO 
r Act to promulgate 
titute for much 
They state that the program is a 
sanction measures which could be under 
Clean Air out 1 governments continue to approve 
1 wh abl exacerbates already serious r ouali problems 
in nona i 
air pollution 
simply are not 
nal ile s ngent 
books, cts 
acknowledges that Clean Air Act does not express 
to propose a program in the nature of REEP (51 FR 34430) 
states that due to apparent conflicts between statutory 
and i legislative his its consideration of REEP is 
"uncharted law ional 1 
i e. 
authorize the agency 
However, agency 
1s1ons Act 
a means of navigating 
contends t r nonattainment areas should pena1i 
maki reasonable attaini standards within a 
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ASSEMBLYMAN 
HEARING ON COMPLIANCE WITH 
GOOD MOP~ING, ANr 
HEAR!~G ON COMPLI 
THE PAST TWO 
'S LANDMARK 
SIGN! ROLE IN 
QUAL 
, IN P 
GH'FRALL Y HELD IN 
JONARY SOURCE AIP 
BY THE RELIEF THAT 
AGENCIES ~.1 HICH 
I SHOULD 
FERENCE. 
TO 
WI 
I I 
IT 
R 
- 1 
IN 
AIR 
INTEPitl. 
'S MM'Y OF THE 
TO 
HAS PLAYED A 
IFORNIA'S AIR 
ISLATURE AS A WHOLE, HAVE 
VES IN REGULATINM 
IN 
PROMPTED 
NG REGULATORY 
IRIL ANO THAT THOSE 
IR WITHOUT UNDUE 
THIS PAST YEAP, MANY I 
AlP QUALITY MATTERS. 
SURROUNDING THE 
BASIN, WILL NOT MEET 
DEADLINE. SOME OF IT CENTERS 
LOCATIONS LIKE T~E 
DECISI0N-MAKING BODIES 
SUFFICIENTLY RESPONSIVE TO AIR 
SEEM CLEAR THAT I 
QUALITY APE U~DERGOI A 
THE PUPP0SF OF TODAY S 
DIPFCTLY INVOLVED IN AIR OUAL 
CO~~ITTEE MEM8EPS ~J 
AIR QUALITY, WHAT PRORL I 
ANO WHAT ~E AS A LEGI 
SPECIFICALLY, THE 
REASONABLE EXTRA E 
OF THE DISTRICTS, I 
ACTIVITIES, FROM 
ORGANIZATIONS, AND AIR 
s 
A p 
I . 
I FPC'f-4 THOSE 
CONCERN OVER 
PUBLICI 
ES IN 
T 
A 
ARE MOST 
NG, ENFOP AND R EARCH TPAT 
ARE IN OUR EFFOP-TS TO IMPROVE 
L ANQ REGULATORY FRA~EWORK, 
lNG TO IMPROVE ON K. 
E 
SUBJECT OF ITS 
INMENT, FROM THE SOME 
NG 
LIC I 
IN~ FROM THESE PARTJFS, IT IS MY HOPE 
DETERMINE WHAT SHOULD UNDERTAKE IN JANUARY WHEN THE 
THF. STATE'S AIR ITY PPOPLEMS. 
ALL FOR COMI~G. WE WILL BEGIN WITH OUR 
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• 
Thank you for the opportunity to 
importance. 
The specific questions are answered 
committee. 
If the people of the 
agencies the 
to effectively do so, those agencies 
explanation. the 
area of 
government has in a 
I have some specific comments 
Air Basin; however, 
issue of air poilu 
of 
members of the 
were 
an 
areas 
to 
As you 
regulates only 
of the total 
all air 
sources of air 
under federal 
tore 
breadth of this 
EPA or ARB. 
Let me ve you some 
toxic 
effective 
Another 
to stuck 
n\AIPT'Pr! Vehicles, 
A final exa is the 
the 
ent enforcement 
50% 
those 
authorized 
NO 
there were a 
have 
of you who have unfortunate 
such 
standards 
ved by more 
and 1 trucks 
• 
emit 459 tons of hydrocarbon per day in the South 
met their emission standards for their respective 
be 179 tons per day of hydrocarbons. Thus, there are excess 
per day, attributable primarily to automotive 
standards to which they are subject. The excess emissions 
nitrogen oxide are comparable. 
I cite the above examples to underscore the fact that the 
If these 
of 
tons 
meet the 
monox and 
government regulation of air pollution involves far more than the SCAQMD. 
The EPA and ARB are major governmental actors in this area who have failed to 
exercise fully the regulatory power given them by statute. 
Now, let me address myself to the specific of 
In 1981, as Los Angeles City Attorney, I testified before then Assemblyman Mel Levine's 
committee hearings into the adequacy of the AQMD's 
that time I identified a number of problem areas faced 
to enforce the air pollution laws. Although Ed Camarena, the nr~>"~"'n 
At 
Director of 
Enforcement, has made substantial progress in improving the enforcement 
program, a number of problems still remain to be Let me take a moments 
to try to give you the prosecutor's view of the di 
of air pollution cases. 
- 15 -
ties encountered the prosecution 
to 
or 
seven 
had 
at 
• 
One particular concern we have about the mutual 
as it has developed is that because settlement is normally 
low fines sought, inspectors have little incentive to thoroughly 
of a case. As a result, when a case is deemed appropriate for 
necessary for an effective prosecution often has not been 
Basically, because the mutual s ttlement agreement program 
of an inspector in terms of ability to prove a violation, 
and maintain the type of investigative skills they need 
be prosecuted. 
a case that 
due to the 
the facts 
the documentation 
to 
Precisely what the degree of noncompliance with existing means in terms of 
deteriorated air quality, I cannot say. The ARB and EPA audit of SCAQMD's enforcement 
program will be a good indicator of the scope of noncompliance. I can simply say 
that based upon what we have seen of the SCAQMD's enforcement program, we expect 
the degree of noncompliance to be 
The lack of more aggressive enforcement and poor industry compliance with ex 
regulations are inextricably related. I have already suggested that one of the reasons 
for inadequate development of cases for criminal prosecution is the extensive reliance 
upon the mutual settlement agreement process. That process not only reduces the 
likelihood of effective prosecution should remedies be it 
minimal penalities to the vast majority of violators. As a result, if a is 
caught they can anticipate receiving penalities that are treated as part of the cost 
of doing business. 
- 17 -
perceive 
Not of 
on 
out methods 
the 
are 
many 
de nee 
does 
increases 
a new 
at ions. 
has recognized the need to 
the rules. He has initiated a program 
and future rules developed with ment 
The past failure of the District to include the 
is an indicator of a wider problem of 
various divisions within the 
will be able to foster a greater 
A final but cause of the 
I 
of 
to 
prosecution, is the 
Whether the cause is 
once a case is sent 
the same: cases sit literally 
that was available becomes 
of 
and 
ment 
that 
within 
lost. This must change if there is ever to be 
the Coast Air 
Once the causes of a problem are 
First, the mutual settlement 
I seriously question the 
legislative authorization. 
that reliance 
there should a 
certain 
program must 
of the District 
the 
a 
should include carefully crafted 
for possible criminal prosecution. 
the settlement process should 
cases that must 
the es 
9 -
ways 
rule development 
between 
is 
are 
program 
apparent. 
revised. 
absent 
are such 
Therefore, 
review 
of 
Second, the ent 
Morale will 
enforcement. 
enforcement 
the same 
be increased to reduce turnover 
The number 
are 
be suffici 
pollution at n 
The 
or criminal 
should be staffed with 
of with 
case. 
eve that 
should be 
with 
of a violation. 
F 
emission moni 
and 
a 
needs to 
a 
upgraded. 
that desires 
to 
staff should 
cases for civil 
this section 
for each 
or emission problems 
to work 
necessary 
and continuous 
• 
Fifth, I recommend that the 
permit can be 
the developments of best ava 
In conclusion, let me 
.;__..J....;;;_-----C the 
agencies to 
technical assistance 
prose 
governing the area. 
ability to nee a court or 
Thus, the and most 
amended 
at any time 
control 
the 
that a 
in 
of the rules, 
the public and 
and statutes 
air tion. 
I have instructed to any 
thi 
air 
that 
new or 
and statutes 
any 
occurred. 
tion is the 
of 
of 
remain 
fication 
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IRA REINER 
OJ STRICT ATTORNEY 
mber 5, 1986 
Thank you your i 
order to maximize the 
I am responding to the 
G 
131 
d 
Assemblyman Sher 
December 5, 
Page Two 
except one case 
district attorney 
point personally to 
the case be referred. 
of remedies, 
investigative 
do any follow-up, 
evidence. 
many are not 
AB 1276, which we were actively 
for air ;:>ollution Un 
over my 
1. 
2. 
3. 
investigation. 
has substantially raised fines 
were added or deleted 
is a severely limiting 
that creates a the ic, ::me!; 
attach. 
larger 
air releases. 
Page Three 
Assemblyman Sher 
December 5, 1986 
Page Four 
Nineteen eighty-seven was long ago envisioned as the outside date for attaining clean 
air. We have failed miserably to attain this goal. With the renewed interest in protecting 
our air, perhaps we will someday look back on 1987 as the turning point in the fight to 
protect the public health from air pollution. 
I hope the above information, taken in conjunction with my oral testimony, will be useful 
in assessing the adequacy of air pollution enforcement and in identifying some possible 
solutions. 
Very truly yours, 
ORICIUAL SIGXED 
IRA REINER 
District Attorney 
ar 
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ROBERT F. PHALEN, Ph.D. 
Professor 
Director, Air Pollution Health Effects Laboratory 
Communitv and Environmental Medicine 
Collee:e o(Medicine 
UNIVERSID OF CALIFORNIA 
Irvine. California 92i 17 
Mission Statement 
Area Code 714 
856-5860 
856-4758 
The mission of the Air Pollution Health Effects laboratory at the 
University of California, Irvine is to prevent human disease from 
environmental pollutants by developing toxicology information and providing 
that information to environmental air quality regulators, industry decision-
makers, physicians, research scientists, and the public. The laboratory and 
its staff also provide active leadership in pioneering new research methods 
and in teaching and training undergraduate and graduate students interested in 
environmental pollution problems. The laboratory does not take a political 
position on environmental issues, but strives to generate key scientific 
information which bears on such issues. 
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• Introduction 
JAMES D. 
ASSEMBLY NATURAL 
HONORABLE BYRON SHER 
STATE BUILDING 
5, 
Mr. Chairman, members of Comm ee stin uish 
guests. I am pleased to be to Committee 
on the subject Cali te 
ambient air quali s 
We have come a very long our ir quality rams. 
Just to mention some highli 
reactions that are re le tion, pl state-
of-the-art controls on all s stria 1 sources 1 
imposed progressively tighter em s on new motor 
vehicles, install recov s 1 s 
and on the trucks t liver 1, a biennial 
smog check program for sse er ar a rked a 
toxic air contaminant pr ram* We e n r a lot of 
uncharted territory, ere wa 1 t a way we either 
invented one or created the 1 ives - II 
if you will - to make 
Yet for all our progress and technical sophistication, the 
key principles remain unchanged: a successful clean a 
depends upon, and has always depended upon, good rules, good 
permits, and effective enforcement. These three elements are 
fundamental and have everything to do with the quality of the a 
we breathe today, tomorrow and in the year 2000. 
You may be wondering what I mean by "good" or "effective" .. 
Let me define my terms. 
Fundamental Air Quality Principles 
Good rules are those which match the capabilities of 
industry's leaders, rather than catering to the lowest common 
denominator. California has an excellent record in this respect, 
and routinely sets the pace for the rest of the nation. Good 
rules are also those which can be readily understood by the 
regulated industry - because all the stringency in the world is 
useless if industry does not understand what it is being required 
to do. We have found that as rules become more complex, the need 
for education increases proportionately. The Air Resources Board 
offers several enforcement training classes each year - all well 
attended by air quality inspectors and industry personnel - but 
more extensive and more specialized tra ing is needed. 
- 29 -
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Good permits do good rules one tter I sa th s ca s 
every new source presents an opportunity sh the 1 im t o 
air pollution control ,techniques We have a co cept in 
permitting known as "Best Available 1 
that was specifically designed to capi lize 
BACT is the most advanced control technique avail 
each new faci 1 i ty comes through rmit 
constantly changes and thus brings us closer 
clean industrial facilities. In a nutshel , 
permitting is about - a constant movement 
Like good rules, good permits are clear 
Yet they must also be thorough. Consider at an i 
le. 
strial 
facility may be in operation for as 1 as 50 years. Unl ss the 
conditions of legal operation are clearly ve 
on the original permit, maintaining compliance as facility 
ages will be difficul 
I have one more term to define then I 1 move on: 
effective enforcement. Generally sp ing, the r of 
violations at any one facility is 
frequency of inspections. In other s 
are inspected often are far more 1 ly 1 
plants that aren't. This suggests we ing as rna 
inspections as possible. But v sa , 1 out 
- 30 -
that not all facilities hav~ e 
quality requirements and some io 
others. There is also lit le 
inspections if the result is rus 
facility. Quality inspect are 
(4-5 hours, on the average)e For these 
resources of local districts are li it 
vi 1 e a 
erious n 
volume 
each 
lie e 
effective approach is to concentrate on t sourc a 
a 
o e 
se that have the highest tentia for vi 1 i 
emissions are the most significant en t lapse in non-
compliance. We're just beginning to get a handle on ich source 
categories these are, but we need to do some more investigation 
and analysis because the problem from 
district. 
Well, that about covers my 
principles. Now I'd 1 to 
responsibilities are for seei 
into practice. 
t 
The State's Enforcement Responsibilities 
ts 
s 
sic enforc 
s 
inciples 
f 
t put 
As most of you know, responsibi ity for main 
quality in California is shared betwee st e 
ini g air 
d local 
government. Air qua 1 i ty management a ai llut on control 
- 31 -
• 
districts - 4 1 
controlli stat sources 
r 
ir 
responsibility is 
also res sibl for coo 
throughout state, 
is ta n to a ieve s .a 
standards. 
a f e al 
While ARB ts a 
source tests) ea h ea , 
aut ri ty r s s t i 
course. It is di 
s 
oversee the 
we are o a 
as d our motor 
res 
0 
en a 
li 
rec 
e 
accompli new rule or 
di 
kee i 
evaluat 
I want re 
ARB as a stern ta rna 
partially 
districts. 
ass is 
a 1 ready men t 
s ibe 
A gr 
t i i ass s 
y or 
i 
we are 
forts 
ality 
ions (or 
ement 
ram, of 
s 
We 
proposed 
, 
ge 
ly 
a 
ound 
we 
also lp wi cases or 1 , 
c complaint nves igations, are available to bring 
enforcement actions a inst lying facilities when the 
districts 1 time or sonnel ress si tion. 
Our only imi tion is t we cannot act as kly as 
authorities u er state law, ARB cannot step in for a district 
wi t first assumi powers the district th h a 
no tic lie hearing. In fa on 
is ten more ive than 1 law 
-~----------------------
empowers EPA enforce provision of 
plan.. S that 1 rules, EPA is le to 
get lem sources lea sooner Be 
we we can. 
, 
I 
me a 1 ch I 
w 1 eave ra ta are 
out of date a not as usefu 1 as re is 
33 
I 
However, we are f ve 
program evalua ion of the Sou st Air 
District that should yield current and 
lity Management 
airly concrete 
information a t comp iance sta s in 
The District is goi over 
program rev ri now -
by ARB and EPA with the fu 11 
has indicated to us 
findings after 
difficulties, we 
e first 
ld 
Coast review wi 
The fi a is ue I h 
Committee s Boa s 
s 
air 1 
prel 
and 1 air 
For more n a 
California a r program 
pollution lici s wi 
similar 1 
e 
I 
will 
f e 
le 
v been 
on 
e 
4 
elimina 
ld 
1 
1 
s 
Los e es region. 
ings of the 
was ted 
e South Coast - and 
rr 
results 
or 
dr 
s s 
u 
on the 
unforeseen 
South 
ss by the 
Extra 
ent 
some 
1 
rt the 
ca air 
a li 
in t 
Now 
never 
o ce 
re 
mai 
s 
na 
Cl 
s 
i s 
However 
y it 
a d 
n 
1 
i 
n a n 
a 
ir Act 
7 has 
is at 
n rol 
a we 
encing 
a 
u 
the 
ment. 
li 
• 
to attain the standards as rapidly as ssib e 
manifestation of this po 1 icy is the so-ca 11 ed Rea 
Efforts Program, or "REEP" as it is commonly known. 
developed by EPA Region IX with the assi 
formal 
le Extra 
REEP was 
of the 
Air Resources Board, and in consultation with crit cal a r 
pollution control districts - such as the lity 
Management District. 
REEP has always been controversial, but until 
has stood solidly behind the concept that sanctions s 
ly EPA 
ld be 
reserved for those states which fail to rna sufficient effort 
to attain national standards. Now EPA seems to pulling away 
from its earlier position, thereby placing California j 
of sanctions. As a resu 1 t, we ve done more t was 
required and more than any other state, could EPA 
and the courts for failing to accomplish t we from 
outset was impossible. 
In a speech to the National Air ol ution ntrol 
Association in June of this year, EPA i istrator Lee s 
said, "EPA is prepared to impose sanctions if a state does 
submit a required ozone control plan, or if a sta fails to 
implement part of its plan. However, as n 83, I 
envision imposing sanctions in ev area at ot at in 
the standard by the end of 1987, simply because of a ilure to 
- 36 -
atta i 
, s rt 1 fornia 1 eff rts 
p 1 em. 11 However, in a letter ast 
Dingell 
- a cri 
control the f 
concl 1 are 1 1 
risk of an ad erse court decision is s 
ef t 
a 
June 
fi al .. 
Califo 
pla 
Ca 
as e 
is EPA 
curre 
nately, re's 
n t e s 
s 1 ss r 
one 
REEP 
ly 
It 
• 
Administrator Thomas. 
do .. We doubt that ey wi 
wonder how the Agency would 
to impose sanctions Cal 
lawsuits which could 
the concerns of t 
petitioners want the 
reasonable extra efforts 
one 
Thomas believes has a 
interested parties in an effort 
same time, to keep Cali 's 
One thing is 
must lose sight o 
air pollut contro di 
full s to adopt 
vigorously enforce 
Resources Boa i 
effort is bless f r 
other name - it is ne 
toward the goal of c e 
precedence. 
I think it's i 
we see a 
we 
EPA 
a sound 
1 
, we 
take 
In e early 0 s 
the nation's most severe 
population has grown 
vehicles 
in number of source 
third in South Coas 
dramat 
we great de n 
An examinat on of 
t pas 1 5 years shows 
control of or ic 
uctions from tati 
I a 
precursors 
logical ls 
i es. 
r er 
dramatic 
ce emission 
res e s 
les 
only small i verne 
i 
he 
i 
a 
with you our analysis of 
reductions. 
We expect that new regul 
produce only modest improv 
he 
occur will be largely fset f 
noted elsewhere in this lk, we 
existing sources' compliance 
substantial, additional 
We are pessimistic 
emissions by reducing 
experience as demonstrat 
by reducing traffic and al 
le use. 
the potentia 1 is eni le, 
fundamental changes in our trans 
expectations our ci zens 
Olympic experience an 
are needed for 
restrictions would also 
where people will drive .. 
air is very strong, is 
1 
neces 
le 
broad enough today for such 1 
changes.. It is more realist c 
increased utilization car s 
f 
e 
pe 
n 
sources 11 
n oes 
, as 
mprov 
can ld 
in 
ity 
ile 
ire 
leaner 
s 
1 
The good news is 1 
reductions in motor v r 
Resources Board has ad t 
these reductions. The plan 
limits on new motor vehicles, 
durability of emission 
way Californians mainta 
1 
will involve improvements to the 
some of these improvements will 
It must be recogniz that 
new programs will have a 1 
years for these cleaner v icles 
f 1 eet. Fortunate 1 y, 
the past several rs t 
ing offer for 
ram is lping 
rna ntenance. se p rams 
into the 1990's, a 
vide a itional 
century .. 
emissions from v 
continued increase 
i 
We are also pursui 
gasoline and diesel fuel 
new 
0 
pr 
65 
ss 
ts n 
ve 
, 
these 
time is 
nate 
ti s ver 
cles 
c 
s 
i 
i 
ti ve to 
0 place 
• 
both gasoline and diesel is me no .. We ha cars 
ol ine, in the South Coast Air Basin burn me 
ozone levels would improve 
of improvement is still unclear. 
burn methanol without substantial 
1 ins ead 
les 
ificat ons it would 
necessary to phase in the use of methanol hro gh the 
introduction of new vehicles capable of usi From a purely 
technical standpoint, we believe such new v icles could be 
introduced on a large scale in Californ a i 
In our view this cannot happen, 
government into the marke lace. 
significant public policy issu 
analyzing these issues, i th 
I 
iously 
inv v 
En 
local air pollution control districts. We in 
progress report to our 
Legislature apprised on a 
In conclusion the 
California during the 
an aggressive motor le 
the authority currently given u 
0 i 
as 
ea 1990 1 s. 
by 
re are many 
s ff is 
Comm sion a 
to pre ent a 
a r a in 
as we 
ean Air Act 
e f set our own standards for 
successful we expect 
primarily because rapid g 
expected to continue for the 
areas f 
ic, 
state is 
2 
Conclusion 
In closing, I'd like to point out that no matter t 
1 direction we take from here, whatever new 
strategies we come up with, there will 
consistent, effective enforcement. The success 
measure is entirely dependent upon its impl 
field - that factor alone determines whether 
reduction goal will be realized. I 
its finger on an important component of our air 
and your interest in this issue could more 
Thank you for your attention. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAl PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 
216 Fremont Street 
San Francisco. Ca. 94105 
Testimony 
David P. Howekamp, Director 
A1r Management Division 
Before 
California State Assembly Natural Resources Committee 
Honorable Byron D. Sher, Chairman 
December 5, 1986 
SUBJECT~ California's Compliance with State and Feder a 1 A1 r 
Quality Standards 
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Introduction 
-----
In California as well as across t nat 
standards -- ozone, carbon monoxi lead, s 
fur dioxide and particulate matter -- and con ments 
in ambient air quality. These improvements s 
stringent a ication of control technol 
and mobile sources; more importantly, reduct accom-
• 
plished in the face of continuing popu tion conomic 
development. However, it now appears that em t ons 
in some areas of the Country -- including Ca 
not be adequate to lead to attainment of cl 
At least four areas in Cal1fornia -- Ventura men to 
and the South Coast will not meet federal c s 
for ozone or carbon monoxide by 1987 without rastic 
changes in people's current li st e --a so 
believes is inconsistent with the intent of t 
It is post-1987 nonattainment em a 
as us hece to k to u y. 
As we ace all awace, aic pollution or 
• em which directly affects many f us f 
our health ~nd our well~being. Her in a 
exposed to some of the worst air pollution le t y. 
EPA estimates that by 1987, over 60 milli 
U.S. will continue to be exposed to v1o a 
clean air standard for ozone, wit to l 7. 
or more than one-thi the national popula i 
Ca 1 i forn ia. In Los Angeles, our nation s 
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politan area, ozone levels cont ue to 
times the standard. 
Since 19 , bo t ea 
ired that attainment of national 
for ozone carbon monox1 
December 31, 1987. Failure to 
sition of sanct s incl ing b t 
as gh as 
Areas 
i ha re-
ity sta s 
ater than 
ral im-
construction 
of certain major sources of i trial poll t on as well s 
restrictions on the use of federal grants for hig ys air 
grams and sewa treatment cili :i.e • 
In 1979 a 1981, EPA lis g i 
minimum requirements which nonattainment reas 
c e tab shed 
d have to 
meet toward making its attainment mon trat on. o this 
guidance rela 
t into ace be 
to pes o 
EPA would a 
While mi ful of the 198 
for all reas wit ut 
as 198 the extreme d f 
meeting the 1987 te. There 
EPA 1nstruc these ex 
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unclear and sub t to liti 
as a vern men 
t belief tha ss 
dili t anning a not me 
to attain ral clean s 
1984, REEP con tin e 
s had with nonattai nt 
ic elected officials, key i 
State, and the general lie. 
lead to several im vements 
es Under REEP 
Under REEP, EPA s 
mandated under the Clean A1r 
t development and m me 
measures e.g., 
and application of alterna 
Le. t Resourc s 
mob le sou con a 
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under the jurisdiction of 
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REEP Schedule 
In 1986, EPA called upon each post-1987 area to submit an 
update to the SIP by February 1987 -- and then every two years 
thereafter. These REEP SIP updates are intended to expand and 
improve upon the 1982 SIP control strategy through the consider-
ation of additional control measures which could be adopted and 
implemented in two-year cycles. 
The REEP SIP schedule is to be adopted by post-1987 air 
pollution control districts and regional plann1ng agencies 
and approved by the State prior to subm1ttal to EPA. The 
State is also to adopt and submit a REEP SIP schedule of those 
measures legislatively reserved to the State for adoption and 
implementation. 
The REEP SIP schedule is to contain critical dates for 
the adoption and implementation of REEP SIP measures, e.g., 
dates when decisions will be made on proceeding to a public 
hearing on a specific measure, public hearing dates to con-
sider adoption of REEP SIP measures, and expec i mentation 
dates r those REEP SIP measures which are adop 
At a minimum, the schedule is to incl consi ration 
of t se measures contained in EPA's initial investigation of 
feasible control measure improvements, and corrections to air 
pollution control program defic1encies ident1f1ed by REEP 
program evaluations. (I will discuss both in a moment ) However, 
limiting a REEP SIP to measures 1dent1fied by EPA through its 
initial investigation may not be sufficient. State and local 
adopting agencies are therefore encouraged to make every effort 
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to investi te and consi r 
measures be EPA's st 
more ef ti ve meas 
in 1984, EP s conduc 
measures which move be 
ur areas. These inves i 
federal, State and local reg 
a ncies, technical rev w 
The invest tions ha inc 
key em ssions inventor 
and area sources as well as new 
1985, EPA has met wit t 
r the ur areas to i 
anal s. This n r 
lie rev 
us the 
control s deve 
sixteen cate ries of s 
o rtunities where e 
(2) identification of 
sources to be in 
assessment of their con 
tion uments for eight b 
control measures (TCM 
is 
s 
t X 
areas 
the 
ther 
nning 
tan s. 
r:y 
November 
gencies 
f 
ted 
rma-
• 
identify individual control measures within various TCM categories 
that appear to have the potential for reducing emissions beyond 
the current SIP; (4} as the lead for mobile source control 
strategy development, the State is investigating the feasibility 
of further motor vehicle controls covering auto emissions 
standards, excess e ssions in cars, and applications of new 
technol affecting the motor vehicle, including the feasibility 
of methanol. 
Program Evaluations (Audits) 
The program evaluation portion of the REEP is int to 
provi an in-depth review of a post-1987 district's overall 
ram to assure that each district is implementing its State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) as fully and effectively as possible. 
Any potential m improvements identified in the program 
evaluation are then negotiated with the district and scheduled 
r i ementation in the form of new SIP commitments, EPA air 
grant ob ctives, or other appropriate means. The effectiveness 
f a district's response to program problems identified in the 
evaluation w1ll assist in EPA's determination of whether the 
dist ict is demonstrating reasonable extra efforts. 
While program evaluations have been conducted 1n all four 
areas in st rs, the evaluation which most closely follows 
the REEP jectives is currently underway in the South Coast 
Air lity Management District. In this effort, EPA, the 
tate ~ District have been working together cooperat1vely 
since last June to identify problem areas and to develop program 
vemen s. Ba on this work, a jo1nt document is nearing 
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~!nctions and REEP Implementation 
Let me of r some kgro 
currently in 
In 1984 in re 
ce in 
se to 
ur 
as to why sanctions are not 
t-1987 areas in California. 
lie comment on EPA's proposed rule-
making on the four area 1982 plans, EPA approved the control 
strategies contai 
the SIP a wo 
At the same time 
of t se p ns 
in each of the ns as they strengthened 
1 to substantial air quali improvement . 
EPA took no action on the overall approvability 
ng furt r vestigation of additional, 
available measures. is ck of action on the overall plan 
ser to i f te y lay imposition of sanct s. 
In re 
sector on the 
se to var1ous comments from the public and private 
ve pment of REEP, EPA went back to the Federal 
Regi ter in Se mber of this year to formally solicit comments 
EPA's ap t-1987 nonattainment area planning. 
Among t st ons which EPA spec fically requested comment on 
s w t sa i 
lations o the 
lie comment ri 
should continue to be withheld even if 
continue to occur beyond 1987. The 
on t REEP Federal Register notice 
on November 5 EPA is now in the process of reviewing 
comments to ma ng a E nal determination on the issue 
of sa tions. 
At this int, several actions could occur which would 
ea to d sa va or a f nding of SIP nonimplementation 
a thereby br ng sanctions into place; (1) EPA could determine 
tha it has no le 1 basis to further postpone final action on 
t an; (2) l1t t could result in a court decision to 
- 53 -
d sa ve the ans1 (3 Con 
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ss d di 
(4 a S P 
EPA to take 
is no nal action on the 
submitted as call EPA or ) EP t termine that 
a post-1987 area was not i 
ef rts to impl ment the SIP. 
EPA believes t t it s 
nitiative Cal rnia's 
creased em is io s i 
erne i g or 
f ed 
st-1987 a 
air qual 
id 
s 
so 
n to 
t is a 
necessary to state, ver, t EPA's Program f cts with 
a literal nterpretation of ean Air Act to ch eve clean 
ir standa s no later t n December 31 7 
a ega anal s s of t nc ffort to def ne 
it post-1987 ozone control m EPA's asses is t t 
wh le fensible, EPA's implementation f a post-1987 ozone 
program presents high legal risk , rt c arly if not broa y 
accep by the interes ic. The agency continues in 
ts commitment to i ement good government a oach to 
believe t reasonab e and equi i g air quali 
lution lies within t flexibi i ty f t REEP program. It 
very important to note that sho ld this gove nment 
approach call REEP, usi g a ive publi tic t on 
n t be allowed to solve t problem then the alternative is 
literal nterpre a on of ean Air Ac whi h includes 
a di pprova san tions. 
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Enforcement Program·tn-california 
As requested the committee I would like to comment on 
EPA's enforcement requirements af ting stationa sources 
in California. Similar to the California Air Resource Control 
Board (CAARB) a the local Air pollution Control District 
(APCD's) EPA en s the applicable SIP regulations and 
specific new source rmit conditions for stationary sources. 
Our role in the en ement of stationary source requirements 
is a complementary one to the State and local air agencies in 
California. This fact is due to the strong partnership which 
exists between the three levels of government, local APCD, ARB, 
and EPA and to resources available for ensuring compliance 
of the stationary sources. EPA relies heavily on the APCD's 
inspection resources to verify compliance of major stationary 
sources. In addition, local APCD's report to EPA the compliance 
status of all sources in California with the potential to 
m t a 100 ton r of a of the criteria pollutants regulated 
under t Clean Air Act, as well as the status of sources 
subject to delegated provisions of the federal regulation for 
NSPS and NESHAPS. 
EPA's overall assessment of the California enforcement 
program is that it is one of the strongest in the country. 
No other State comes close to the number, frequency or 
co hensiveness of inspection and enforcement actions found 
in California. However, since air pollution problems are a 
major issue in California, EPA continues to provide aggressive 
oversight and co ementary enforcement actions in California. 
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As far as our specific en t m is conce we 
put our emphasis in iority non-attainment areas vi g high 
populat on exposure to frequent e nces f na ional 
ambient air quali s s. is mean the major me itan 
areas within the State and w t i 
sources with VOC emissions. To max mize our ctiveness are 
targeting specific source cate ies n a eas our 
inspection activ Some of the if c so te ies we 
have look at inclurle b k terminal, metal par c a s 
degreasing, can a coil, plastic parts, and e c operati s 
When looking at t se source categori s we not 
co iance, but also determine w ther t regulat ons t a y 
to the source are ffective, en ble, are equivalent to other 
regulations in California for similar sources, and can achieve 
the emission reductions claimed in the current SIP 
One of our principal jobs is to track the status of sig-
nificant violators (a source with a potential to emit 100 tons/ 
year of a criteria llutant) and to ensure t t return to 
iance. From October 1, 1985 t ugh Sep r 30, 1986, we 
have been tracking 108 sources n Cali a dentifi as 
s gnif cant violators. During t 
hese sources were returned to 
same pe f time, 56 of 
iance, 2 were aced on 
variances by local APCD's, and 26 remain unresolved. 
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In addition to significant violating sources we focus 
attention on recalcitrant sources, NESHAP sources where 
public health concerns are evident, such as asbestos sources, 
and sources that are on extended variances. 
During the past year EPA conducted 48 inspections, issued 
12 administrative orders, and filed 14 civil actions with the 
Department of Justice for violating sources in California. 
While we believe we have an aggressive stationary 
source enforcement program in California, GAO reported in 
1985 that nationally there was an inadequate inspection 
program conducted 
EPA during PY84. 
the States and local agencies as well as 
EPA believes that the findings of this GAO 
report leave much to be desired. GAO using an outside 
contractor analyzed only 385 sources from a universe of over 
29,000 nationwi 3nd from this analysis extrapolated data 
s ing that 43% of all inspections done nationally are 
ina quate. Nevertheless, EPA has taken steps to respond to 
GAO report requiring more indepth inspections and 
clarifying inspection frequency gui lines. In California, 
however, due to the intensive frequency and depth of inspection 
ready occuring the findings and results of the GAO report 
ve little impact. 
In terms of recommendations for improving California's 
stationary source ram we would recommend the following. 
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1 •. Improve the quality and extent of training 
in procedures and techniques a 
(VOC sources). 
icable to 
inspectors 
ex r es 
2. Improve the sense of pro ssionalism among nspectors. 
Increased traini more attractive salaries competitive 
with other professional positions in APCD's wo d greatly 
assist in building this pro ssionalism 
3. Increase the proportion of unannounced inspections to 
ensure continuing compliance of sources. 
4. Use the knowledge of inspectors to improve existing r s 
by providing a feedback loop to r e a permit writers 
to improve rule enforceability. 
5. Improve the management of information with more effective 
utilization of computer stems. Medium and large sized 
Districts need centralized data management systems to be 
more effective in their day to y operations. 
6. Limit the issuances of variances to violating sources. 
In addition increase the use of abatement orders and larger 
penalties to discourage repeat violators. 
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While significant ss has already been made in Cali-
fornia in loweri rmful levels of smog, we need to pursue a 
program which w 1 go the extra mile in winning the clean air 
battle in California while avoiding unnecessary economic disrup-
tion. ean air will not happen overnight in these four areas 
in Californ a it will not happen without a f 1 commitment 
on all our parts to do what is necessary to teet human 
health. EPA believes that the best way to ac ish clean air 
will be to enlist t participation and support of the public 
private sec rs as well as decision-makers at all levels of 
government to aggressively explore and contribute to the develop-
ment of a full range of available control options. Provided 
EPA s additional time beyond 1987 to conduct an ozone control 
program for severely lluted areas, I believe that whatever 
approach is ultimately used will le to clean air. However, 
bottom line must always be attainment of the federal air 
qual ty sta rds by the most expeditious date practicable. 
It is important to note that any program developed to 
res to t smog lem must not be one which avoids the 
ean Air Act req irements r attainment of clean air standards; 
nor can it be a ram which delays the earliest possible 
clean-up; noc a gram which avoids sanctions for failing to 
im ement available controls. Rather, through a common and 
re e t to achieve clean air standards in California 
which i ves business, regula agencies and the public, 
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EPA intends to foster a program which: 
(1) Achieves the best air quality reasonable possible, 
on an expeditious timetable7 
(2) Makes continuing progress toward achievement of 
all federal clean air standards7 and 
(3) Maintains a full commitment to achieving the 
standards as expeditiously as practicable. 
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PRE ENTATION OF 
RICHARD BALDWIN 
BEFORE THE 
ASS RESOURCES TTEE 
Dec 5 86 
I appreciate tuni sti re ur Committee 
today. Ventura Coun has a serious air pollution pr em. 
We do not c atta n Federa ozone standard be re 
the end of the c ry. Furthermore, a recent EPA rt 
shows at u em is ird wor t n state, 
and the sixth worst in nation. While this so s bad, we 
have actua ly made substantial ogress s nee 1966, when the 
first st of air poll on was made in Ventu Coun 
Peak ozone the fr ncy of violat the Federal 
reduced. In earlier ars we 
alerts. n 973 had 25 
no alerts in past th ee 
years. exc eding the Federal 
standard ha ut half sine 19 6. This 
improvement occurred n large rt beca se we have 
reduced ozone precurso emissions by more th 25% since 
1979. 
I believe 
have 
organi 
size. 
reduce ozone, 
Federal ni 
review our 
Managemen 
additiona 
My follow 
of, the 
letter 
1. The 
Re so 
REEP 
inventor 
Current s ati 
rev sed and 
control a 
Plan. 
among the best in the state We 
ent new source review rules 
use of Best Avail e Control 
1 emission sources of reactive 
r en oxides, regardless of their 
oxide reductions as a means to 
we are in attainment for the 
oxide standard And, we continually 
oc ures, and the Air Quality 
review, we to find 
r ogram. 
t a e in response to, and in the order 
sked in yo r November 19, 1986, 
sition on EPA's 
REEP However, the 
1 have no impact 
the process 
lity 
e projections 
at ion 
develo an ated emission 
of shore emission sources. 
control strategies are being 
, and new stationary source 
uated r inclusion in the 
Much of our future work 11 focus on tr n rtation 
control measures. Using the resu ts of the Te ical Air 
quality Review Group, and a task rce fo our 
Board, we are rsui many TCMs Some incor ate and 
use strategies to reduce emissions Also we are actively 
promoting the idea of Transportation tern Ma ement 
Plans at e project and r ional levels. We recently 
hired a Transportation Systems Ma ement Coordinator to 
assist in ementation of these measures. 
If technically possible, we will also use r ional 
photochemical grid model to assess the cumulat ve ts 
from all emission sources thin e region. 
Unfortunately, this model may not be ava lable early 
enough for the current plan revision. 
The measures being included in the Plan rev sian go 
beyond the REEP requirements. That is why the REEP 
pr ram will have no impact on Distric • Also, EPA 
used our District in 1984 as the pilo study the 
comprehensive program audit proposal in REEP. Our audit, 
called e Ventura Project, was a od rna ement 
exercise. It provided an opportun ty to make an in-depth 
analysis of how all the parts of our program fit 
together, and complement each other. The program review 
resulted in 40 recommendations; 17 of ese were 
considered high priority. All of high priority 
recommendations have been implemented, or are in the 
process of being implemented. Most of th others have 
also been implemented. These recommendations have led to 
overall ogram improvements. 
2. The District has just over 1,000 permitted 
sources. Our definition of a source i 1 
equipment at a facility. A source may be ing from a 
neighborhood dry cleaner to a large oil field w th 
numerous wells and related processing e pment. A 
single rmit is issued to ea sou ce. Each source is 
inspected at least yearly. Major sources, those which 
could emit more an 2 tons r ar of any llutant, 
are inspected at least twice each year. Additional 
ins ctions are conducted to fall on discre ncies 
and violations to ensure that correct v action s taken. 
Most ins ctions are unannounc exce ion is when 
we have an access problem, such as in an oil field. The 
inspection ins with a thorough review of the permit 
file. Then a site visit is made by an inspector. The 
site visit will include a check of all uipment to 
ensure that it is on the permit, has not been modified, 
and is o rating in compliance with all permit conditions 
and appli le rules and regulations. 
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Alison Fuller, Chair, LWV-SC F 
RE: 
Members of the League of Women V te s o 
its Southern California Regional Tas 
about the failure to meet federal ambi 
a s standards in several metropolita 
Since this legislative hearing 
Los Angeles area, we will focus 
commendations on the situ tion 
Basin. We believe, however, h 
tions will apply to other n n 
s being 
We have divided our statem nt 
South Coast Air Quality Man 
and (2) transportation re t d 
measures. 
A major problem has been t 
by SCAQMD of its plans to ontr s 
A comprehensive Air Quality n 
developed by the District and t 
Association of Governments (SCAG) 
to demonstrate attainment of zon 
standards by 1987. Furtherm e, 
Rea~~nable Further Progress 
there is a significant shor fal 
reductions. According to EPA, t 
fully implement thirteen of the 
source control measures schedu 
in 1984. 
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LWVC/SCRTF Testimony, Dec. 5 
Assembly Natural Resources Committee 
It appears to us that the District 
necessary determination to implemen 
the EPA's REEP policy, if adoptio 
the District has the obligation to 
that results in the same reduction 
regrets that this has not been on 
sidered by the Board. 
oar has not shown the 
th According to 
is deferre or a rule is weakened, 
e a ther measure 
o s. The Leag e 
se iousl co -
Although the EPA and Air have the 
power to act when a local air qua nagement district fails 
to pass necessary regulations, this power has e n used 
minimally. 
State legislation is needed to 
SCAQMD, and possibly other air 
recommend the following. 
SCAQMD GOVERNING BOARD 
n e effec iveness of the 
nagement districts. We 
Conflict of interest provis ons sh ul be str ngthe ed. 
The District Board should c mply 
current law that offic ally selec 
attend Board meetings at least 50% 
cases alternates attend regular 
this results in less accoun ab it 
The law also needs to be cl r 
provision applies annually or o 
appointment. 
r 
ADVISORY COUNCIL 
IMP 
The role of the Advisory Counc 
be strengthened. The B ard 
gathering b the Adviso y 
input into Board decisions. 
()FFIC~ 
The Legislation establishin 
has a 1989 "sunset" claus 
State legislation should tig 
so that measures proposed in the 
accomplished and Reasonable F r 
The other major reason, 
to demonstrate Reasonable Furt 
of federal air quality sta dard 
e ireme t in 
B embers must 
In many 
the League's opinion 
o the public. 
ether the SO% 
re term of the 
rs should 
b c Adv s 's Office 
nsio 
nt n req irements 
districts are 
targe s are met. 
f r fail 
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LWVC/SCRTF Testimony, Dec. 5 
Assembly Natural Resources Comm ttee 
The Inspection and Maintenance 
some success, but the emiss n 
less than anticipated in the 9 
RFP, emission reductions w 9 
(CO) and 14.2 tons/day for eac e or 
rather than the AQMP estimated reduc i ns 
tons/day respectively. Although the presen ie 
Program may result in somewhat greater redu tions 
program matures, the League believes that 
Program is necessary in orde to co t ibut 
toward achieving ambient air quality 
legislature to amend the current 
ide 
M 
in-
spections. We are pleased t at ena Pre SB 152, 
which passed in 1985, amends the curren law in 
diesels in the I @ M Program, and we rge that dies 
included in an annual inspection program a well. 
Another significant transportation related matter is the 
increa e rather than the decrease n the of ve icle 
miles travelled (VMT). An emplo e i ect ng 
measure was listed in the 1982 ith d 
reduction of 50.8 tons/day of CO and 4. G. 
After more than a year of workshops and hear gs District 
Board voted against the staff proposed rid sharing egulation. 
There are now several jurisdiction 
ride sharing ordinances. The 1 
cities and counties, possi 
impleme ing this and e 
air quality. Examples of su 
(cleaner) fuel use by fleet 
vehicles . 
These tran port tion la e 
vation a d la d use plann ng me s 
AQMP by SCAG. However SCAG lacks 
Considering the intractable nat re 
in this area, all levels of gov r 
the most effective manner poss b 
of cleaner air. 
Our testimony today is based 
from a consensus of our members. 
establish air quality standards t 
and welfare, and the deve opment 
implementation procedures. 
Linda Broder, President, LWVC 
d s 
s 
an 
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Presentation 
by 
James M. Lents, Exccu ivc Officer 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 
before the 
Assembly Natural Resources Committee 
Byron D. Shcr, Chairman 
at 
Los Angeles, California 
December 5, 1986 
* * * 
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, my name is James M. Lents. 
am Executive Officer of the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 
appreciate your extending to me the opportunity to appear before this Committee. 
will initially share with you some general data concerning air quality problems in this 
basin and conclude by answering the six questions you addressed to me in your 
invitation. 
This District has some of the worst air quality in the 
illustrate this point. EPA has set national standards for six 
Angeles violates four of those six standards. Ozone standards 
to 
Los 
more 
than 300% in some locations whils carbon monoxide standards are violated more 
than 200% in other locations. Los Angeles ozone levels arc the h in the nation. 
Similarly, Los Angeles is the only nitrogen dioxide nmen rea among 
the worst three carbon monoxide nonattainment areas in the na 
These problems arc created by two important factors. Los houses 
a large mobile population and a large industrial base. the natural ability of 
the atmosphere to dissipate pollutants is severely restrained due to ic:-~1 
conditions in this Basin. Chart #2 illustrates this latter point. In order to meet ozone 
standards in Los Angeles, the District has to find ways to keep of orga ics 
to .042 pounds per day per capita which is equivalent to approxima 227 tons per 
day. The control agency in San Francisco need only to hold such emissions to .165 
pounds per day which is equivalent to approxima 430 tons per day. Since 
population in the South Coast Air Basin is approximately double that in the Bay Area, 
the South Coast can allow only one-fourth the emissions on a per ca ta basis as San 
Francisco. 
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When the District attempts to solve these ms, it is ccd wit broad 
range of sources which must be controlled. Ch rates source 
categories of reactive organic gases enhance he ca be 
seen, mobile sources, as well as solvent usc, other mobi urn ng nd 
industrial processing, arc major contributors. Charts #4 #6 
(PMJO) illustrate this same point for carbon monox nitrogen oxides, and directly 
emitted particulate matter. 
The District has made progress in air quali 1n the South Coast 
Basin. Today, the worst air pollution levels of ozone, carbon monox and nitrogen 
dioxides have decreased generally by about from !970 levels. This is in spite of 
significant population growth in the District. exposures to air pollution above 
federal health standards have declined by 33% to 60%. 
Unfortunately, we arc still significantly above safe levels 
Thus, the Legislature, the ARB, and the District must put into 
air pollution. 
significant 
additional control measures in order to enhance our progress. The in 
cooperation with the ARB and the EPA, is in the early developing a program 
for this process. Chart #7 illustrates some potential future scenarios which I will 
review for the year 2000. The impact of these scenarios on reactive organic gases 
(ROG) is illustrated in Chart #8. 
Scenario "A" represents the 
source regulations are maintained as 
predicted by the Southern California 
there will be a reduction 
mobile source and stationary 
' 
regula already passed by the' ARB and the 
still leave the area bl fu a tta 
suggested m the District's 
arc ted, organic be 
as presently 
is scenario 
due to 
pol would find a way to remove ml tc the emissions associated with 
reduced to less 
attai mcnt, but 
projected population growth ROG emissions ld be 
than one-half of what they arc today. This would 
would result in very few ozone alerts in the Toda levels of ozone occur 
on about 100 days per year. 
Chart #9 illustrates the same scenarios carbon monox Chart #I 0 shows 
the situation for nitrogen oxides, and Chart #II shows the tuation fine 
particu.Jates. In all cases emissions can be significantly i 
attainment of carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxide standa 
excecdanccs of the fine particulate standard. 
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resulting 1n 
and red in 
• 
' 
In summary, attainment or ncar-:llta nmcn of r ut da can be 
achieved in the District if the Dis£ A R and c sl nrc work loge her to: 
• Increase the effectiveness of existing programs 
• Add further tough stationary source controls 
• Fully offset stationary source 
• Continue tough policies with respect to vchicu r tail pe emissions 
including continuation of, and in with respect to, the Inspection 
and Maintenance Program 
• Manage expected growth in vehicular traffic in the Basin 
• Achieve a significant infusion of methanol or 
District's vehicular populations. 
lar into the 
The legislature can facilitate progress in the District if it would: 
A. Clearly assign authority for regulation of indirect sources with respect 
to Travel Routing and Vehicular Red 
B. Require air quality elements all Plans" to address Traffic 
Management, Job/Housing Balance, and Accoun ng for Growth-Induced 
Emissions Increases; 
c. Give the District au 
be used in certain motor 
D. Give the District au ty 
incentives, restrict time and 
E. 
sales and usc of products that contribu 
Extend and improve the 
its effectiveness. 
F. Expand state research 
solvents and develop demonstra 
stra 
Turning now to the questions you addressed 
the following response. 
qua 
me 
The Reasonable Extra Efforts m--REEP--as 
consistent with the District's belief that further ai lution 
implemented in the District. We arc dctcrmi h ver, 
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and types to 
to 
r in I have 
the PA is 
strategies must be 
the REEP program not 
he allowed to pull the District wa long-ra ngc and 
prioritization of control stra ics or rcsul a rev ai tion 
control strategies. I believe that it is ble to reconcile our concerns with respect to 
the REEP program and still maintain the nning process .. 
In the remainder of my presenta I will address your questions regarding 
our enforcement program. For Fiscal Year I there were more than 59,000 
compliance inspections made at facilities ranging 
and service stations to the more complex opera 
plants, chemical plants, resource recovery facili 
disposal sites, power plants and auto 
approximately 65,000 units of equipment under 
more than 20,000 firms. 
We have tailored our frequency 
emission potential, equipment complexity, 
to some extent the size of the 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Performance Standards and XI 
inspected at least once annually; others 
depending on their compliance 
Sources such as landfill-waste 
nuisance may requ almost 
small dry cleaners, paint shops 
steel 
cogeneration waste 
facilities. There arc 
J.<. .• vu•v sites operated by 
sources based on the 
in ts 
sources subject 
New Source 
are genera ly 
and some, 
on the other hand may be inspected every two three years. 
In 
at all potential emission 
fie tests where 
The inspection will include a review of opera 
and stack monitoring records. 
and emission points may be tested with 
Inspectors will 
citizens who, as you proba 
air pollution and the potential health 
we receive a complaint, an 
intervic"ws the complainant, 
the problem and takes a te action 
The Dist Enforcement 
exceed a nee of an emission limita 
ic 
For 
ution laws. 
material usage 
are collected 
of 
he or she 
spector w iII 
I 
• 
notice 10 com pi y or 
of viola ion notices 
or settlement 
penalties arc expected to 
in Fiscal Year 1986-87. 
Variances arc an often 
program. 
of compliance and wish to continue 
problem. This may be 
VA 
administrative exception to a rule or regula 
the South Coast Air Quality Management 
granted only by the Hearing Board--an 
make the following findings (California 
that a violation is or will be taking 
reasonable control of the petitioner, 
arbitrary or unreasonable taking of 
of a lawful busines, and that 
benefit in red 
variance is 
abou iance at the ca 
of the va nee. District 
tions arc met and tha 
ria nee. 
During Year 
of sources under variance 
under variance arc 
lc orga 
of aU non-vehicular sources. 
ai ualit dation. 
COMPLIANCE RATE 
During Fiscal Year 1985-86 there were inspect s rcsu ng in 
Notices of Violation for an overall compl rate 9 or non-compliance of 
8.4(/u. For non-complying sources, the District has a t a to bringing 
them into compliance. For the ncar term, we will vigorously continue to seck the 
penalties provided for under existing law of a maximum of $1 per day per 
violation of Dist Rules and Regulations or the Health and Safety Code, and 
abatement orders which carry a penalty of a maximum of $6,000 per day if violated. 
In addition, we can seck injunctive relief and permit revocation. 
For the longer term, we have several programs u inciud 
1. Stiffer penalties up to $25,000 per day starting January l, 1987. These 
penalties are made possible through 
1276). 
enacted this year 
2. A major review all to and correct 
3. 
4. 
loopholes, ambiguities and obstacles to effective enforcement. 
Enhanced training 
complex opera 
inspectors to more 
A review of the need for addi field 
PERMIT SYSTEM- GENERAL 
in 
In our permittmg process for stationary sources, tc ulcs 
and Regulations require that before a new source is bu or an existing source 
modified, the operator must first secure a t from the District. 
The permit system operates in two a Permit to Construct a 
Permit to Operate. In the Permit to Construct the a nt provides detailed 
ns and specifications to a District neer. Those ns re then evaluated 
ncering calculation against the District rules in the areas of emission limits, tox 
and New Source Review. If that evaluation shows iance ith the a 
Permit to Construct is issued. 
At that time the applicant can construction a pon 
the equipment in operation. The Permit to Construct acts a temporary opcrat g 
permit. The District engineer then conducts an evaluation on the constructed 
equipment and may specify testing to ensure that he actua opcrat for to t 
- 8 
• 
• 
theoretical anal 
is issued. 
s originally made on the p t. II, Permit to rate 
Compliance with the New Source Review (NSR) reg ation is cvalu:lted prior to 
granting a Permit to Construct. That process includes: 
I. Providing emission decreases somewhere else 
compcnsa tc for increases associated with the 
emissions offset; 
which more than 
is is called an 
2. Determining, through a mathematical simulation, whether or not the new 
emissions will adversely affect air quality in the immediate vicinity--
this is called modeling; 
3. Providing Best Available Control Tech 
emissions on a case-by-case evaluation. 
(BACT) to minimize 
The District's engineers in evaluating a new source of pollution for compliance 
with state law and District requirements will also evaluate the emissions of toxic 
materials. Where taxies arc emitted in quan (in excess Regula XIII 
thresholds) or in sensitive areas (such as tia tals, the 
engineers will require that a health assessment be ca out the applicant 
using standard emission estimating and 
concentrations followed by a multiple pathway 
techn ucs to evaluate ambient 
assessment. 
The engineers will then evaluate the correctness of those emissions and 
modelers will evaluate the modcli'ng process used the risk assessment. It is essen ial 
to ha vc a sound risk assessment. Since the not vc th we 
must rely on outside help to evaluate the risk assessment document. We have had very 
excellent help and cooperation from the Ca ia rtmcnt Health Services 
(DOHS) in reviewing such risk assessments. 
PERMIT SYSTEM- NOT HAVING PERMITS TO OPERATE 
After the District has issued a Permit to Construct, the source proponent can 
construct the equipment and place it into opera The Permit to Construct acts as a 
temporary Permit to Operate until the final can be issued. In addition, a 
number of small items of equipment arc installed without first securing the required 
Permit to Construct. When those items cqu t arc found by the 
Enforcement Division, the operators arc required to su icat for Permi to 
Operate. The evaluation is based upon a combined Permit to Construct and Permit to 
Opera tc. 
The District issues about II ,000 Permits to Construct and Permits to Operate 
each year. At any one time, there arc about 4,500 applications awaiting Permits to 
Operate. That number includes those that were installed prior to obtaining a permit 
and those items of equipment which were placed in operation following a Permit to 
Construct. 
It is important to note that these statistics represent individual items of 
equipment and that a new facility will have a number of items of equipment applied 
for at the time the permit process begins. 
In carrying out new emissions reduction policies, as new rules are passed, there 
is a materials use situation, such as solvent content, and an emissions control situation. 
In both cases the District contacts sources and notifies them of the new requirements. 
Enforcement follows up by inspecting affected sources for compliance. In the control 
situation, new applications for permits would be filed for air pollution control 
equipment. In addition, District staff believes it to be appropriate for rule changes to 
provide for the periodic review and updating of permits to reflect Best Available 
Control Technology and other rule changes. 
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r.COALmON FOR CLEAN AIR 
• 
309 Santa Monica Blvd .. Suite 212:. 
· Santa Monica, CA 90401 (213) 45HJ651 
...e-28 
OCTOBER 22, 1986 
FOR r;-.r.l:EDIATE RELEASE 
CONTACT: Kelly Hayes-Raitt, (213) 45 1 
L~'S FUZZY AIR UNDER SCRL~ISY BY SE~ATE OVERSIGHT HEARI~G: 
CITIZE~S GROu~ CALLS FOR R~~OVAL OF SOLtH COAST DISTRICT BOARD~~~ERS 
Southern Californians choke on unhealthful air, primarily because the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) "treats air pollution as a 
nuisance, rather than as a public health problem," charged Mark Abramowitz, 
Project Director of the Coalition for Clean Air. The comment was made today 
during an oversight hearing on the regional regulatory agency sponsored by 
Senator Robert Presley (D-Riverside). 
The South Coast Air Basin, which includes Angeles, Orange, 
Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, suffers from the worst air pollution in 
the nation. Although the federal health-based ozone standard has been 
determined to "provide little margin of safety, 11 according to Environmental 
Protection Agency Administrator Lee Thomas, rn 's air exceeded 
that ozone standard by ~~~~~~~~~ half the year. 
The SCAQt·ID does not expect ozone meet the current 
at 's a 
with weakened lungs horizons," said 
Citing an April 25, 1986, letter from the 
to the SCAQMD. Abramowitz stated that the 
implement 53 of 99 clean air measures outlined in the 
Management Plan in 1982, indicated a "poor 
~oting that the SCAQMD has "only about 100 f 
60,000 permit units," Abramowitz charged that 11 the 
intent on doifig only the minimum, rather than on 
effectiveness and efficiency." 
ilure 
's Air 
attitude. " 
tors 
t 
its with 
s 
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tion 
to lly 
Quali 
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p seems 
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Last May, the Coalition for Clean Air released a report card the 
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"flunked their clean air 
clean ai votes. 
ients," accordi 
public officials entrusted with protec 
aren't doing their job who can we 
. r?" 
The release of the report card 
SCAQ~ID Board's activities. Five 
scrutinizing the t's air 
and 
and state 
Federal Government Accounting Office, the EPA the 
Board, Senator es 's Budget and 
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and increased susc~ptibility to disease and insects. 
and grapes are no longer grown co~~ercial 
damage. 
in Los Ange 
The Coalition for Clean Air is a 
organization dedicated solely to the elimination 
- 87 -
air 
, lettuce, 
, due to src:0g 
zens 
ion. 

I 
JOINT STATH1ENT 
ON 
Air Quality Progress in the Southcoast Air Basin 
presented by 
Kelly Hayes-Raitt, Executive Director, Coalition for Clean Air 
and 
Stanley L. Zwicker, Manager Environmental Programs, Unocal 
Before the 
Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee # 2 
Ontario, California 
October 22, 1986 
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This statement is intended to convey the observations anrl 
recommenoations of a diverse group of individuals from the 
public interest, regulatory and in~ustrial communities on some 
funrlamental issues regarding the air quality problems of the 
South Coast Air Basin and of the difficult decisions that lie 
aheaj to improve our air. 
We are all acutely aware of these problems and it is 
noteworthy that representatives from these diverse perspectives 
have agreed on such fundamental issues. Clearly, there are 
institutional problems which have contributed to our continuing 
concern for clean air. We are presenting this 
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statement jointly to si~nal our strong desire to have all 
interested parties work together to make meaningful progress 
toward better air quality. 
This statement reflects our areas of general agreement. It 
is by no means exhaustive and there are additional issues upon 
which no consensus exists. However, the issues that we have 
agreed upon are focused on some fundamental problems: the 
stumbling blocks within the system that complicate meaningful 
progress toward achievement of air quality goals. 
e have identified eight issues that warrant attention: 
• 1. It is becoming increasingly apparent that our 
regulatory agencies need a coMmon commitment and the 
aggressive leadership to achieve clean air goals. 
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2. The EPA, ARB, AQMD and SCAG have related 
responsibilities which often appear to be implemented 
autonomously and which tend to confuse t regulated 
community and the ~eneral public. Improvemen s ca be 
made only if the EPA, ARB, AQMD and S work together 
to implement a svstems approach toward attaini air 
quality standards. 
3. This systems approach clearly must involve a sources 
of emissions: stationary, mobile, domestic, 
commercial, transportation and municipal. Each of the 
four agencies has an essential role in the overall 
effort to meet f eral health-based and other air 
quality standards a goals. 
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4. This approach must also be applied fairly, openly and 
equitably in all aspects of rulemaking, permitting and 
enforcement. 
5. There must be strict enforcement of all rules and 
I 
regulations and no incentives for noncompliance. 
6. The impact of residential and commercial growth in the 
Basin on air quality must be addressed. Improved land 
use planning would begin to address this problem. 
7. This systems approach must ensure a proper balancing of 
authority and resources, between the regulatory 
• agencies to effectively reduce the air quality impacts 
of l~nd use and transportation. 
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8. Unhealthful air is a community-wine concern. The 
public health implications of non-attainment have not 
been made sufficiently clear to the puhlic. Therefore, 
all four regulatory agencies must canrlirlly communicate 
with the puhlic in order to gain comrmnity support for 
improverl air quality. 
New approaches for consideration include: legislation that 
is more responsive to the air quality problems of the 1980's; 
revised inter-agency memoranda of understanrling which more 
rlefinitively outline and clarify each regional agency's 
responsibility; and a review of the lines of authority and the 
allocation of resources necessary to make these new initiatives 
effective. These options are not m11tually exclusive or 
exhaustive. 
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There is a statutory and regulatory vacuum which lies less 
th n 14 months away with the approach of the attainment 
de lines of the Clean Air Act. We, from the public interest, 
regulatory and industrial communities, wish to work with the 
legislators in solving these problems. We encourage your 
• mmittee to take a leadership role in establishing effective 
procedures whereby we can work with you in making meaningful 
pro~ress toward cleaning up the air . 
• 
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COUNTYOFSACRAMENTO 
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 
2' 1986 
le Byron D. Sher, Chairman 
ly Natural Resources Committee 
te pi tol 
cramento, CA 95814 
Dear Assemblyman Sher: 
NORM COVELL 
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER 
9323 Tech Center Drive, Suite BOO 
Sacramento, California 95826 
{916) 366-2107 
a result of scheduling conflicts on December 5,1986, I will be unable to 
Interim Hearing of your committee in Los Angeles. I have attempted 
the questions setforth in your letter of November 19th. The response 
d. 
rstand your committees concern for the stationary source contribution to 
quality problems throughout California. Sacramento has been attempting 
emissions from such sources for a number of years, and for the most 
s been successful. Sacramento is not heavily industrialized as 
enced in the attached responses to your questions. Emissions from 
itted stationary sources contribute approximately 6% of the Volatile 
mpound emissions, while area sources, such as, application of 
vi ng roads. applying pesticides etc. contribute an addi tiona 1 27%. 
rema ng 67% result from motor vehicle use. In addition, over 95% of the 
monoxide emissions in the Sacramento area are emitted by the use of 
cles. 
rnia Air Resources Board has done a credible job in reducing 
ons new vehicles manufactured for sale and use in California. The 
veness however. has reached a point of diminishing return as a result 
reasing popula on and use of motor vehicles. This is evidenced by 
ent sta sties which show that the vehicle miles traveled in Sacramento 
ased more than 70% above the state wide average increase over a 
om 1981-1985. The single occupant use of vehicles is the major 
tor to degraded air. and such use of vehicles is the major remaining 
ated source. local APCDs can continue to chip away at additional 
iona ource control strategy, and become more efficient at present 
ms, v1hich we will be doing, but until a serious effort is directed at 
nsportation contribution to the problem, exceedence of air quality 
wi11 be reality. legislation and funding to deal with transportation 
mea ure development, implementation and enforcement is greatly needed. 
n 1 iforni a currently implement rules and regulations, many of which 
hnology forcing, and final compliance dates have been relaxed when 
been unable to keep pace. Our program will be looking at some 
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Honorable Byron D. Sher 
Page 2 
December 2, 1986 
additional sources for reduction of emissions such as paper film and fabric 
coating and fiberglass and resins, but for the most part, the major reductions 
in emissions from stationary sources have already occurred. 
He are in the process of expanding staff to address a permit review backlog 
and increase coverage of source inspections. A permit fee increase approved by 
our Board will provide the funding for additional staf~ It must be understood 
that permit fees charged to stationary sources can not be utilized to cover 
the cost of local district involvement in land use/transportation related 
issues. We must rely on subvention funds from the state or EPA grant funds 
which are available to some local districts. Local districts are faced with 
increasing mandates from the state and federal government that compete with 
existing dollars. Additional funds are needed which are dedicated for work by 
local government in dealing with transportation/air quality related problems. 
I trust this information will be helpful to you and your committee and I thank 
you for the opportunity to provide comments. 
Control Officer 
NC3:rj 
Attachment 
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oces in or r to 
es a particular 
must be considered, but 
concerned at 
as Sacramento, 
cus since 
to 
EP focuses on 
transportation 
e dominate 
i1 and 
on. 
ssi action 
progress 
Sacramento wi a total 
ingle per u it as oc ated 
cleaners, etc.) w ile larger 
Addi ona 1 • there are 759 
s ct a tota 1 number 
ste s. 
our program goals is to inspect all permitted sources at least one 
11 n addition, were pond to complaints against permitted other 
ource However, is past fiscal year, we inspected 59% of our permitted 
trial sources and 87% of the total permit unit inventory. Ins ction 
permitted ga ine dispensing facilities was 32% with of all 
District being inspected at least once. 
announced or unannounced, but typi 
inspector for the inspection by 
associated with the plant and w 11 typically tak a copy 
t on inspection along with the appropriate inspection form 
source. Most of our larger sources have individualized inspection that 
have been created by field staff to streamline the inspection process. For 
sm ller sources, we use a generic inspection form applicable to all such 
sources (i.e. boilers, perchloroethylene dry cleaners, individual 
. ) 
T inspection is conducted and the form completed. If a si ficant o1ation 
s observed, a Notice of Violation is issued at the comple on of the 
on. Fo 11 ow up i rispecti ons to assure compliance or document 
of violation are made as required. Violations wor of enfo 
on are then processed through our mutual settlement program. 
3 
How many sources in the District are currently operatin under vari ·Are 
variances periodical y reviewed to ensure that sources do not cont1nue to 
operate under variance indefinitely? 
T re are currently three sources operating under a variance. Because we do 
not have large numbers of sources seeking variances. we can keep a close watch 
who do apply for and receive variances. Our Hearing Board is keenly 
re of sources that apply and re-apply for variances. The Board has not 
n indefinite and repetitious variances. 
I 4 
s the compliance rate of stationary sources in the district? What rate 
this translate into in terms of amounts of emissions? wnat efforts are 
made to bring those sources under compliance? 
liance rate of stationary sources in the district can generally be 
s c r i bed a s good. r~ o s t sou r c e s com p 1 y v o 1 u n tar il y w i t h the i r per m i t 
ditions. There is no way to correlate compliance rates into amounts of 
s in violation of strict rules are brought into compliance through the 
al settlement program, through court actions and by Hearing Board 
ternent orders. 
1 85/86, the District initiated 27 legal actions through the civil 
ernent process and one action through criminal procedures. Of the 27 civil 
26-were settled without court action. The remaining case has yet to 
cases resolved. $63,415 in settlements was received. 
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ng wi no 
the initial 
s towards compliance is monitored by 
s stated in the variance findings are 
date an 11 i ncrement of pr ress" s due 
requirement is 
ng rules 
st ng 
occurs 
nts. 
s. He rely on 
a result a 
in 
source is a in a e 
at source is c ng to refle t that r le 
occur at annual renewal date or ea ier. 
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• 
(A-2) 
advanced notice in the .:;;..;;::.=::.::.:=. 
program ("REEP"). The Program 
carbon monoxide nonattainment 
these comments on REEP on behalf 
Chamber of Commerce. 
the business community in the 
San Bernardino and Ventura. 
area. We are 
concerns such as progress 
LEGALLY BASED 
The Clean Air Act 
its responsibilities 
revision and Section 
a SIP that is to attain 
of the Act requires: 
the A~~inistrator 
to achieve the 
standard." Section 
a state if a state fails 
)( 
revise and approve 
standards. 
should do when 
a SIP so that 
, the 
standard 
for attaining mandate 
0 
Judith 
November 25 
Page 2 
- EPA 
1986 
proposed REEP-SIP will 
available control measures 
in the Act. Such actions are 
notice and comment under Procedures Act 
(APA): 
1) of notice of 
for 
the basis 
The 
2) We believe 
submittal" is 
process This 
a "REEP-S!P 
review 
Order ("E •• ) 
"rna rule" submit a RIA to the 
This review checks whether the within 
of the agency and consistent sional intent. 
requires that each agency submit to the OMB its annual to 
be sure they are consistent with Administration 
1 EPA considers its "control 
rules under E o. 12291, but not "major 
has been that CTGs contain no new 
the RACM or RACT standards already 
2) The 
rate 
may 
the ACT. 
Act does REEP s 
of "RACT Plus" lowest achievable 
( "LAER") on sources. Such REEP 
EPA to conduct an RIA. 
emission 
sions 
The for SIP 34435 of the 
for .•• urba.n 
any 
identifies .•• as ~~"-=-"""'-';;;.;;;;..;..;;;.;~ 
to which the 
may •• as 
whether the 
EPA 
• 
S PROPOSED REEP WHAT REASONABLE? 
are 
states 
could 
are 
effect 
The 
REEP-SIP 
and 172 of 
control 
measures 
EPA to be 
) 
Sec. 172 
states to 
the Act. 
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This requirement would 
comment. 
Congress provides clarification 
APA 
areas, agencies can additional 
the Act. 
Most existing RACT is 
advances, should assess 
for implementation. 
Because ozone exceeds the federal 
300 percent, the most cost effective 
To arbitrari all 
ineffective. 
1) Not 
harmful 
2) 
NOx 
of the 
states 
and welfare and 
and 
Until 
in 
are effective. 
available controls could 
.. 
cost effectiveness 
levels of ozone is the test 
exposure 
reasonableness for RACT. 
unhealthful 
tools to determine 
1) The 
2) 
It 
evaluate 
per 
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EPA also 
models 
make similar 
pollutants. 
3) This 
definitive test 
in 
REEP 
for 
III. GOALS FOR MAKING SUSTAINED 
We believe there is substantial 
severe nonattainment 
proposal should focus on 
that wi 11 make 
we consider to 
1) REEP should redefine air terms 
exposure ozone levels While we are 
progress attainment, we should strive to shave 
peak exposure to unhealthful levels. 
2) REEP should measure progress toward attainment after 1987 
based to unhealthful levels of 
ozone. 
3) REEP 
education 
4) 
to 
The 
source 
transit, etc.) 
5) REEP 
to remove 
to reduce 
innovative 
rna 
alternative 
and 
the 
Sustained 
effective 
vehicles 
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In conclusion, the Los Area Chamber 
reasonable efforts toward. attainment can 
However, EPA's REEP proposal goes 
in the Act and., therefore, appears 
EPA to revise its proposal to bring 
and its members offer to work with EPA in proposing Clean Air Act 
amendments to address the post-1987 attainment We 
the opportunity to comment. 
RR/lep 
1 
